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0.0

Introduction

What is a “Lands of Unique
Value” study?

A land use methodology which
analyzes all existing land fea-
tures (natural and cultural) to
determine the most logical and
reasonable future land uses,
balancing conservation, preser-
vation, and sensible develop-
ment

Objective of the “Lands of
Unique Value” study for
Mansfield

Is to demonstrate by example
an innovative approach to local
land use planning, and at the
same time provide both
Mansfield and the Regional
Planning Commission with
information and tools to plan
intelligently and pro-actively
for smart growth in the future.
The "Lands of Unique Value"
study for Mansfield is being
conducted under contract with
Associate Professor Peter
Miniutti of University of
Connecticut’s Program of
Landscape Architecture. This
cooperative project, which
includes a coordination com-
mittee of town, University and
Regional Planning Agency rep-
resentatives,will create and
update an inventory of
Mansfield's natural, cultural
and visual features and provide
recommendations for future
land uses and associated regu-
latory revisions for land under
municipal regulatory jurisdic-
tion. The generated mapping
information, which will be

coordinated with the town's new
computer base mapping will be
an important data source for
Mansfield's Plan of
Conservation and Development
update, which is scheduled to
be completed by the end of
2003. It is also our expectation
that the "Lands of Unique
Value" vision will be incorpo-
rated into the town's Plan of
Conservation and Development
and zoning regulations and into
the region's Growth and
Preservation Guide Plan. Local
decision-makers will be provid-
ed with a flexible and accessi-
ble land management document
to help guide decision-making
on a daily basis.

The University of Connecticut
UConn located primarily in the
north west part of town occu-
pies 3,190+ acres. There is also
53 miles of common border
between Uconn land and non-
UConn town land. Plenty of
frontage of potential conflict.
This study does not provide in-
depth analysis and planning for
UConn lands because:

(1) state land, such as UConn,
is not controlled by the local
municipal regulatory system,
(2) in lieu of town regulatory
controls, UConn's growth, in
part, is guided by state wide
agencies, such as the office of
Policy and Management (see
Conservation Development
Policies Plan), and

(3) UConn’s Master Plan is
currently being updated by the

planning firm of Johnson,
Johnson and Roy from Ann
Arbor, Michigan.

It is important that UConn and
Mansfield coordinate land plan-
ning efforts because neither
entity can be successful with
long range planning efforts
without the support of the other.

Dissemination of the
Information

A website will make the infor-
mation available to all.
Additionally, “hard copies’ will
also be available at the Town
Hall.
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Project Diagram:

1.0 Program Phase.
Programming is a process lead-
ing to the statement of a land
use problem and the require-
ments to be met in offering a
solution. It is the search for suf-
ficient information to clarify, to
understand, to state the prob-
lem. Programming is problem
seeking and planning is prob-
lem solving.

Program
Development

1993 POD

Committes

Publie

V

Product =
Stotement of Intent

2.0 Research Phase:

This phase is characterized as
"fact-finding™ of natural and
cultural characteristics. The
maps generated in this phase
serve as an inventory. Data is
collected from a number of
sources including extensive site
reconnaissance, public agen-
cies, planning offices, and the
internet for GIS based informa-
tion.

See 2.0 Research Phase and 5.0
Appendix for Inventory Maps.

3.0 Analysis Phase:

The goal of the analysis phase
is to evaluate the data collected
during the research phase. In
this phase the inventory maps
are transformed into maps
which identify opportunities
and constraints of the site char-
acteristics in relationship to the
program statement.

See 3.0 Analysis Phase for
Maps.

4.0 Recommendations Phase:
At this stage of the process,
principles for directing future
conservation and development
are applied to Mansfield’s
unique combination of pro-
grammatic needs and town
characteristics to produce a
map for each principle. This
study recommends ““10
Principles for Sensible Growth™
to help the citizens of Mansfield
to accomplish the five general
policy goals as stated in the
1993 Plan of Development.

See 4.0 Recommendation Phase
for maps.




Program
Development

1923 POD

Committes
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V
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1.0 Program Phase.

a thought on program development:

An environment which is ordered in precise and final detail may inhibit new patterns of
activity. A landscape whose every rock tells a story may make difficult the creation of fresh
stories. Although this may not seem to be a critical issue in our present urban (suburban)
chaos, yet it indicates that what we seek is not a final but an open ended order, capable of
continuous further development.

Kevin Lynch




Program Development

The program for this project
has been influenced by three
major sources:

(1) 1993 Plan of Development;
(2) the Lands of Unique Value
Steering Committee;

(3) the public via public work
sessions and the town-wide sur-
vey.

1993 Plan of Development
Mansfield’s 1993 POD is a well
organized, understandable,
solid planning document. We
believe many of the polices,
objectives , and goals listed
nearly ten years ago are still
current and valid today. With
this in mind, we have accepted
the five general policy goals
from 1993 as a ““point of depar-
ture” for this study. The five
goals are:

Goal 1: To conserve and pre-
serve Mansfield's natural, his-
toric and agricultural resources
and semi-rural atmosphere;

Goal 2: To provide opportuni-
ties for orderly and energy-effi-
cient development and a safe
and compatible land use bal-
ance of housing, business,
industry, agriculture, open
space and governmental func-
tions;

Goal 3: To strengthen and
encourage a sense of neighbor-
hood and community through-
out Mansfield;

Goal 4: To encourage and pro-
vide for a mix of housing
opportunities for all income
levels;

Goal 5: To encourage develop-
ment patterns that enhance
public transportation opportu-
nities.

One could argue, although the
goals themselves are admirable,
some of the recent (past ten
years) development in town
may not seem to be consistent
with the goals. For instance,
during the public work sessions,
the general consensus of the
participants is that the recent
development at four corners is
not the type of development
which the town should aspire
to.

My hope, is that this document
can provide insights, tech-
nigques, and expertise to allow
the various land use boards,
staff , and the general public to
better achieve the five general
policy goals listed in the 1993
Plan of Development.

Lands of Unique Value
Steering Committee

The LUV steering committee
was extremely active, at times
meeting weekly to review and
discuss the direction of the proj-
ect. The committee or individu-
als on the committee made the
following points:

(1) The study needs to give
clear guidance on how to

define, identify and protect
lands for wildlife corridors;

(2) The study needs to be care-
ful not to recommend the pro-
tection of so much land that
there would be no land left for
development;

(3) The study needs to clearly
state that the maps are for gen-
eral planning purposes only
and should not be used for site
design applications;

(4) The committee was split on
the how best to coordinate land
use between UConn and the
Town of Mansfield;

(5) The study needs to help the
town to continue to develop
techniques to promote ““conser-
vation” type residential devel-
opments;

(6) The town-wide survey be
conducted by a professional
survey organization instead of
being administered by the LUV
team.

The steering committee did an
excellent job in asking extreme-
ly difficult questions. Like,

“How many more residential
building lots are still available
and where are they located™”?

“What makes for good wildlife
corridors and where should
they be located”?

“What forests in town should be
protected? “Why”’?

“What views should be protect-
ed”? “Will protecting all the
good views be legally possi-
ble”? “Will any land be left for
development™?

These questions are covered in
the ““Scenario” section of the
3.0 Analysis Phase.

The Public Informational
Sessions

There were three public presen-
tations during the study.

Public Presentation I:
Provided a project overview
from Town Planner Gregory
Padick, a description of the
public opinion poll which was
to be conducted by the Center
of Survey Research @ UConn
by Chris Barnes, and a review
of the inventory maps by
Associate Professor Peter
Miniutti. The majority of the
meeting was focused on a
“working session’ where the
public, working in small teams,
created their vision for
Mansfield. See “The Public” in
3.0 Analysis Phase for addition-
al information.

Public Presentation IlI:
Provided a project update from
Town Planner Gregory Padick.
The focus of this meeting was a
presentation by Associate
Professor Peter Miniutti. The
presentation dealt with the
functionality and aesthetic
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quality of roadways, existing
views that may want to be pro-
tected and an in-depth study on
how to improve the quality of
town open space by increasing
connectivity of the open space
system. Instead of a public
“work session”, Associate
Professor Peter Miniutti asked
the meeting participants the fol-
lowing questions:

What roads (or parts of roads)
in town do you feel have an
equal balance of motorist func-
tionality, residential
flavor/scale and positive aes-
thetic value?

What roads (or parts of roads)
in town do you feel have the
worst imbalance of motorist
functionality, residential fla-
vor/scale and positive aesthetic
value?

Do you know of any views or
vistas that are worthy of protec-
tion?

Does this approach, as present-
ed (connecting of open space to
create a system) make any
sense? How could it be
improved?

Peter asked for answers to be

mailed or e-mailed to the town
planner or directly to him. No

responses were received.

Final Public Presentation:
Gregory Padick provided a
project update with the meeting
centered on a presentation by

Associate Professor Peter
Miniutti.

The meeting agenda was as fol-
lows:

Agenda:
Part I: Town Resources

Topography

Surficial Water

Surficial Geology / Soils
Flora / Fauna

Cultural

Part Il: Scenarios
Yield Plan
Forests
Open Space
Views

Part I11: Recommendations
Mixed use development
Hill Tops and Views
Open Space

A question and answer period
followed the presentation.

The Public Opinion Poll

Randall Arendt, in his book,
“Rural By Design’ discusses a
study conducted by the town of
Wedell, Massachusetts to identi-
fy the town features most needy
and worthy of protection. The
town, working with landscape
architects, created a participa-
tory process to determine public
attitudes about these special
places.Part of the process
involved a survey asking
respondents to locate’places of
the heart.Survey participation

was encouraged by volunteers
who hand-delivered question-
naires to each household. A
‘vision” workshop was then
held, at which time residents
gathered into small groups to
describe, both in words and
sketches what they wanted their
town to look look in the
future.The ensuing plan
received an award for, “out-
standing comprehensive plan-
ning in a rural area” from the
New England chapter of the
American Planning Association
in 1990.

Associate Professor Peter
Miniutti suggested a similar
process could be used for the
LUV study. The steering com-
mittee was uncomfortable with
the informality of the “places of
the heart” survey and recom-
mended that a public opinion
poll be conducted by profes-
sional survey researchers. The
Center of Survey Research @
UConn conducted a survey of
public opinion. The survey was
conducted for Mansfield resi-
dents and also for UConn stu-
dents.

The results of Mansfield resi-
dents reinforce the attitudes
expressed at the public work-
shops. These attitudes include:

Nearly seven out of ten (69%)
of Mansfield residents are con-
cerned about the development
of Mansfield.

Nine in ten residents strongly or

somewhat favor the develop-
ment of agricultural projects.

More than eight out of ten resi-
dents strongly or somewhat
favor home businesses, recre-
ation based businesses such as
camping, sports camps, or the
development of tourism/her-
itage businesses designed to
attract visitors to points of
interest and natural surround-
ings.

The majority of residents
expressed interest in protecting
natural features, both in the
overall town and at the UConn
campus.

Eight of ten residents strongly
or somewhat favor retirement
services/communities projects.

More than six out of ten resi-
dents are strongly or somewhat
in favor of the development of
upscale boutique style retail
businesses.

The results show that Mansfield
residents strongly or somewhat
oppose the development of
heavy industry projects (86%),
department store style retail
businesses (52%) and back
office operations such as office
operations for large companies
(49%).

See, “The Public” in 3.0

Analysis Phase for additional
information.
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Research Phase:

This phase is characterized as
"fact-finding" of natural and
cultural characteristics. The
maps generated in this phase
serve as an inventory. Data is
collected from a number of
sources including extensive site
reconnaissance, public agen-
cies, planning offices, and the
internet for GIS based informa-
tion.




2.0 Research Phase.

Knowledge will forever govern ignorance: and a people who mean to be their own gover-
nors, must arm themselves with the power which knowledge gives.

James Madison
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Analysis Phase:

The goal of the analysis phase
is to evaluate the data collected
during the research phase. In
this phase the inventory maps
are transformed into maps
which identify opportunities
and constraints of the site char
in relationship to the program
statement.

The Analysis Phase has three
parts:

Primary Resources
Scenarios

Observations




3.0 Analysis Phase.

The nation behaves well if it treats the natural resources as assets which it must turn over to
the next generation increased, and not impaired, in value. Conservation means develop-
ment as much as it does protection.

Theodore Roosevelt




3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:
l 3.3 Topography
3.5 Surficial Water
3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna
3.11 Cultural
3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

710 - 760
660 -
610 -
560 -

510 -

460 - 510 260 - 310
410 - 460 210 - 260
360 - 410

160 - 210

310 - 360
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation by L. A.@
UConn

Base data from DEP

Digital Elevation Model data
from the University of
Connecticut Map and
Geographic Information Center

UConn land designation and
configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A7,A12,A74

Overview: Mansfield is blessed
with varied and dramatic
topography resulting in
panoramic vistas, rock cliffs,
and ideal landscapes for a
number of recreational activi-
ties. The town’s elevation above
sea level goes from a low point
of 150’ to a high point of 775’.
That is a 625’ difference. For
comparison, the state of
Louisiana has a difference of
543’1

Overall pattern: The town is
comprised of two large upland
areas bisected by the three
major river valleys. Generally
the highest parts of town are to
the north, north-west with grad-
ual decrease in elevation to the
south, southeast part of town.

The University of Connecticut
sits prominently on the larger
western uplands, while the east-
ern uplands continues to be
used for living and farming.
The low lands to the southeast
are under water as part of the
Mansfield Hollow flood control
area.

Road pattern: Many of the
existing major roadways are
located where the earliest set-
tlers first created horse and
cart paths. Therefore, current
roadways are located on lands
which were the easiest for the
settlers to clear and grade. The
lands to the west of the Fenton
river valley proved to have less
limitations than the lands to the
east of the river and the major

road system bears this out. Five
of the six major roads in town
are located to the west of the
Fenton. Route 89, the only state
road to the east of the Fenton,
functions both as a north-south
and east-west road.




3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:
3.3 Topography
3.5 Surficial Water
3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna
3.11 Cultural
3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Wetlands/

Site specific information from
Mansfield Town Planner/1993
Plan of Development

Aerial interpretation by L. A.@
UConn

Base data from DEP
UConn land designation and

configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A11,A12,A13,A14,A75,A74

Overview: The Town of
Mansfield has a tremendous
amount of surficial water
resources. The resources
include: three major rivers, a
complex system of secondary
streams and an abundance of
wetlands. In fact, wetlands
cover 27.2% of the town and
when a 50’ buffer is added to
the wetlands the % increases to
37.8. That is 11,029 acres.

Overall patterns: Surface water
flows in a north to south direc-
tion within six different water-
sheds. Generally, surface water
flows in a southwest and south-
east direction and is concen-
trated into it’s three rivers: the
Willimantic along the westerly
border, the Fenton in the center

of town and the Mount Hope
located in the eastern part of
town. Lowest lying parts of
town are part of a Army Corp
of Engineers( 1 sq mi, on
Nachaug R., Max. capacity
79,000 acre-ft. Formed by
Mansfield Hollow Dam (78 ft
high), built (1952) by Army
Corps of Engineers for flood
control) flood control project
and provides area residents
with a multitude of recreation
opportunities.

Wetlands pattern: The wet-
lands of Mansfield are unique
as compared to many towns of
eastern Connecticut. Mansfield
has more wetlands(27.2%) as
compared to other towns in the
area such as Windham (16.5%),

Coventry (19.0%), or
Willington (13.0%). Also,
Mansfield’s wetlands are evenly
distributed throughout the town,
unlike most towns which show
areas of high and low wetland
occurrences. These wetland
characteristics provides a diffi-
cult challenge for finding suit-
able land for development.




3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:
3.3 Topography
3.5 Surficial Water
[l 3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna
3.11 Cultural
3.13 The “People™

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Open Water

Esker/Water Glacial

Center Line of Thick Till

Drumlin/Thick Till

Farm Land Soils

Farm Soils & Sand/Gravel




Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation by L A.@
UConn

Base data from DEP

UConn land designation and
configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages
A70,A17,A18,A19,A12,A16,A33,A70,
A73

Overview: Southern New
England’s landscape is a gla-
cial landscape. During the last
Ice Age, huge sheets of ice
ground, carved, and deposited
all sorts of events and debris.
The most significant events
include areas of thick till and
drumlins. The deposited materi-
als include sand/gravel deposits
and eskers.

Overall patterns: There is a
concentration of eskers and
other water related glacial
deposits in the northwest corner
of town. These features also
extend south along the
Willimantic river. Sand and
gravel deposits underlay the
three major river valleys with
the most abundant deposits

located in the Mansfield Hollow
area. Drumlins/thick till are
scattered through out the town
with a higher concentration
being in the north. The most
well known drumlin in
Mansfield, “Horse Barn Hill”,
is located on UConn’s agricul-
tural campus. “Horse Barn
Hill”’, like most of the town’s
drumlins, is oriented with it’s
long dimension running north-
south. There are two other
locations in town with similar
attributes as Horse Barn Hill
(drumlins, cleared land , and
good farm soils). These areas,
which are located in the north-
west corner of town (common-
ly referred to as Greens Farm)
and to the south of town (com-
monly referred to as Sterns

Farms) are highly visible and
any intensive development
would compromise the existing
rural imagery. Many of the
town’s soils have limitations for
septic fields. The limitations
include shallow depth to
bedrock/watertable and the
presence of hardpan.




3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
M 3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)
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White Cedar Wethnds-
Area of Natural Diversity.
Deciduous Forest.

Coniferous Forest

Open Fields




Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and pho-
togrammetry by L.A.@ UConn

Base data and 1997 Land use
Landcover data from DEP

UConn land designation and
configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages
A33,A22,A21,A19,A12 A71

Overview: In the mid 18507,
90% of Mansfield was devoid
of forests. The early settlers
cleared the landscape for farm-
ing, leaving only the steepest
slopes and the wettest swamps
untouched. Today, 70% of the
town is covered by forests. The
remaining 30% is a combina-
tion of cleared farm lands, open
water, roadways and other
types of development.

Overall patterns: Most of the
existing forests are a deciduous
mix comprised of Maple, Oak,
Ash, and Birch . The largest
coniferous forests are located at
Mansfield Hollow Reservoir
area and along the banks of the
Fenton river adjacent to UConn
A unique wetland type, the

“White Cedar Swamp” has two
areas of concentration in town.
The one area, along the Fenton
River, is also the area of conif-
erous forests. The other area is
located south of Route 275
equidistant between Route 32
and Route 195.

Areas of “Special Concern”,
which are general areas of con-
cern with regards to state and
federally listed endangered,
threatened, special concern
species and significant natural
communities”(Conn, DEP) as
mapped by DEP , are located
through out the town with the
highest concentrations being
west of the Fenton River.




3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:
3.3 Topography
3.5 Surficial Water
3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna
[ 3.11 Cultural
3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Roads

Open Water

Aerial Photograph

7

UConn Campus 7

UConn Agricultural %
UConn Forest *
Villages/Crossroads
Historic Sites

Protected Open Space

Residential Development
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/ All historic
data/ Site specific information
from Mansfield Town
Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation/ Existing
developed areas by L. A.@
UConn

Base data from DEP

UConn land designation and
configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages
A33,A4,A12, A71,A24, A25 A26,A27 A2
8,A29,A30,A31,A32,A37

Overview: The cultural patterns
upon the land have responded
to the natural “lay of the land”.
New Englanders have tradition-
ally occupied fertile river val-
leys, areas adjacent to the river
valleys and strategically locat-
ed uplands.

Overall patterns: Mansfield is
no exception to this New
England pattern. The majority
of the historic development
either follows the three major
north-south rivers; the
Willimantic, Fenton and Mount
Hope, or is located on the two
prominent upland areas; one to
the west of Route 195 and the
other to the east.

Road pattern: The majority of

the town’s primary (state) roads
parallel the river valleys run-
ning north-south, so the town is
well served traveling in these
directions via Route 32, 195,
and 89. Conversely, the state
roads running east-west, Route
44, 32 and 6 are along the edge
of town and do not provide
effective, primary road service
for most of the town in these
directions.

Protected open space: The
Town of Mansfield is blessed
with a diverse and bountiful
landscape. The town and state
has done an admirable job in
protecting unique natural fea-
tures such as the Mansfield
Dam, Wolf Rock and Fifty Foot
Cliff. Protected open space is

an impressive 15.3% of the
town and will be more function-
al as ““gaps” between protected
space is also protected to
reduce the amount of existing
fragmentation.

Residential Land Uses: The
majority of land most suited for
development has been devel-
oped. The land now being
developed is less suitable for
development and is in areas
which are outside of the tradi-
tional development patterns.
Therefore, future development
patterns, if not modified, will
occur in areas which will sub-
stantially degrade the existing
semi-rural town character, fur-
ther fragment natural wildlife
corridors and create demands
on town infrastructure which
will not easily be met.
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Public Work Session

At the first Public Presentation,
Associate Professor Peter
Miniutti administered a*“work-
ing session” where the public,
working in small teams, created
their vision for Mansfield.
Following are the results.

Question 1:

Assuming a moderate rate of
growth over the next five years,
where would you like to see
"sensible™" development occur ?
Please choose locations for
housing, retail / office, and light
industrial.

Consensus of groups:

New Housing should be devel-
oped in and around Downtown
Storrs and Mansfield Four

Corners. Retail development
would be best located in and
around downtown Storrs,
Mansfield Four Corners, and
East Brook Mall. It was also
felt that new light industrial
would be best located in the
Southern portion of town near
Route 6 or Route 32. A general
concern for the location and or
appropriateness of the location
of a new light industrial zone
was expressed.

Question 2:

What existing town features
should we protect? Both natural
and manmade features can be
considered.

Consensus of groups:

In general the participants

believed that there was not
enough protected open space in
town. The groups did agree
that the Chestnut Hill/ Sterns
farm areas, the area in and
around Route 44 and 32 inter-
section and the Fenton river
valley should be protected.

Question 3:

Since 1997+ (last five years),
what changes to your town do
you like or dislike? Show a
maximum of 3 for each.

Consensus of groups:
Generally, the participants felt
that positive new development
ranged from historic re-use
(Kirby Mill), to new UConn
projects, and that negative new
development ranged from the

Legend:

Negative new development
Positive new development
Proposed open space
Proposed housing
Proposed retail, office

Proposed industrial

Four Corners to Route 32 to
UConn projects.




3.0 Analysis Phase:
DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MANSFIELD RESIDENTS

Primary Resources: SAMPLE INTRODUCTION: The Town of Mansfield is interested in learning your opinions about where you live. The results of the
3.3 Topography study will be used to . There are no right or wrong answers and all results will be summarized so no one will know
35 Surficial Water your specific answers. Thank you for your cooperation!
3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils I. Mansfield of the Future:
3.9 Flora/Fauna

1. Would you say Mansfield is:
3.11 Cultural 1. Growing Too Fast 2. Growing at the right rate 3. Not growing at all 4. Not growing fast enough

Il 3.13 The “People”

2. How well does recent development in town fit the character of Mansfield?

Scenarios: 1. Fits very well 2. Fits somewhat well 3. Does not fit well 4. Fits very poorly
3.19 Yield Plan 3. How strongly do you approve or disapprove of the rate of Mansfield's growth?
3.21 Forests Size 1. Strongly approve 2. Approve 3. Disapprove 4. Strongly disapprove

3.25 F_O rest Habitat 4. How concerned are you about future development in Mansfield?
3.27 Views 1. Very concerned 2. Concerned 3. Unconcerned 4. Very unconcerned

5. Are there any additional community resources or activities you would like to see built or developed?

Observations: 1. Yes (SPECIFY) 2.No

3.29 Mixed Use Development

3.31 Hill Tops and Views 6.  There are a number of types of potential economic development projects that could be pursued by a town. | am going to read
333 Open Space Fragmentation you a list of these types of development and | would like you to state whether you favor or oppose that type of development.

) (PROBE STRONGLY/SOMEWHAT)
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

1=Strongly 2=Somewhat 3=Somewhat 4=Strongly
favor ~ favor  oppose oppose
a. Home business 1 2 3 4
b. Recreation based businesses (camping, sports camps, etc.) 1 2 3 4
C. Tourism/heritage businesses (designed to attract visitors
to points of interest and natural surroundings) 1 2 3 4
d. Upscale boutique style retail businesses 1 2 3 4
e. Department store style retail businesses 1 2 3 4
g. Back office operations (office operations for large companies) 1 2 3 4
h. Retirement services / communities 1 2 3 4
i Small-lot residential housing development 1 2 3 4
IR Heavy industry 1 2 3 4
k. Light industry / high -tech industry 1 2 3 4
l. Large-lot residential states 1 2 3 4
m. Agricultural 1 2 3 4
I1. Your Residence:
7. How would you rate your satisfaction with the following:
1=Extremely 2=Very 3=Somewhat 4=Not very 5=Not at all
satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied
a. The physical appearance of your property 1 2 3 4 5
. The roads near your residence 1 2 3 4 5
C. Your neighborhood 1 2 3 4 5
111. Town of Mansfield
8. What is your opinion of the town of Mansfield?
1. Very favorable 2. Favorable 3. Unfavorable 4. Very unfavorable
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9. What words might you use to describe Mansfield to someone who has never
visited Mansfield?

10. Please list what you consider to be a POSITIVE characteristic of Mansfield.

11. Please list what you consider to be a NEGATIVE characteristic of Mansfield.

12. What do you consider to be your FAVORITE PLACE in the town of
Mansfield?

12a. What do you consider to be your LEAST FAVORITE PLACE in the town of
Mansfield?

13. What do you consider to be your FAVORITE VIEW in the town of
Mansfield?

13a. What do you consider to be your LEAST FAVORITE VIEW in the town of
Mansfield?

Demographic Questions:
14. How long have you lived in Mansfield? 1__ ||

15. What initially brought you to Mansfield?

1. 1 was born here/moved here with my family 4. Employment in town/area
2. To attend UCONN 5. Wanted to relocate to Mansfield

3. Employment at UCONN 6. Other

16. In what year were you born? Year of birth: 1__ 1.1 | |
17. What is your occupation or field of employment?

Occupation:
18. Do you currently own or rent your residence?

1.0wn 2. Rent

INTERVIEWER TO RECORD BY OBSERVATION
19. Describe the location of the subject’s residence. 1. Located in a neighborhood
of similar type homes

2. Located outside of a neighborhood

3. Located in an apartment or condominium complex

4. Other
20. What is the subject's gender?
1. Male 2. Female
21. Please record the subject's address?
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Mansfield
Executive Summary:

The Town of Mansfield commissioned the University of Connecticut to conduct a survey of Mansfield residents to evaluate attitudes
towards land issues and development. A total of 215 randomly selected residents were interviewed via in-person interviews.

The following are highlights of the survey findings:

More than half (55%) of Mansfield residents think that the town is growing at the right rate, while almost one quarter (23%) believe
Mansfield is growing too fast. Most residents of Mansfield (76%) believe that recent development in town fits the character of Mansfield
well and seven out of ten residents approve of the rate of growth and development at the University of Connecticut.

More than six out of ten Mansfield residents also approve the rate of growth and development in the commercial areas (the Four
Corners, Route 195 between Dog Lane and the East Brook Mall and in the rural areas of town). The results also indicate that nine in
ten residents have a favorable opinion of the Town of Mansfield.

The results of the survey also indicate that nearly seven out of ten (69%) of Mansfield residents are concerned about the development of
Mansfield. Four out of ten residents would like to see additional resources or activities built or developed in Mansfield.

Residents were also asked to rate a number of potential economic development projects that could be persued by the Town of Mansfield.
Nine in ten residents strongly or somewhat favor the development of agricultural projects and more than eight out of ten residents strong-
ly or somewhat favor home businesses, recreation based businesses such as camping, sports camps, or the development of tourism/her-
itage businesses designed to attract visitors to points of interest and natural surroundings. The results also indicate that eight of ten resi-
dents strongly or somewhat favor retirement services/communities projects.

More than six out of ten residents are strongly or somewhat in favor of the development of upscale boutique style retail businesses and
more than half (54%) strongly or somewhat favor the development of light industry/high-tech industry.

The results show that Mansfield residents strongly or somewhat oppose the development of heavy industry projects (86%), department
store style retail businesses (52%) and back office operations such as office operations for large companies (49%).

A majority (75%) of the Mansfield residents are extremely or very satisfied with their neighborhood and six out of ten residents are
extremely or very satisfied with the physical appearance of their property. More than half of the residents (58%) are also extremely or
very satisfied with the roads near their residences.

While two out of ten residents surveyed were born in Mansfield, 47% of Mansfield residents came to Mansfield either for employment
purposes (employment at UConn or in the Town/area or to attend school at UConn.

The results of the survey also show that nine out of ten residents own their homes. Eight out of ten residents have their home located in

neighborhoods of similar type homes. The results also indicate that six out of ten residents have been in Mansfield for more than ten
years.
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UConn

Executive Summary

The Town of Mansfield commissioned the University of Connecticut to conduct a survey of UConn students to evaluate attitudes towards
land issues and development. A total of 353 randomly selected students were interviewed.

The following are highlights of the survey findings:

The survey finds that seven out of ten students consider the recent development in town fits the character of Mansfield well and approve
the rate of growth and development in the commercial areas (the four corners, Route 195 between Dog Lane and the East Brook Mall).

The majority of students (80%) also approve of the rate of growth and development at the University of Connecticut while six out of ten
approve the rate of growth and development in the rural areas of town.

With regard to the Mansfield development pace, the results show that while 48% of students think that Mansfield id growing too fast (4%)
or growing at the right pace (44%), (31%) think that Mansfield is not growing at all and (18%) think that Mansfield is not growing fast
enough.

Six out of ten students have a favorable opinion of the Town of Mansfield. The results of the survey also show that four out of ten stu-
dents are concerned about the future development in Mansfield and would like to see additional community resources or activities built
or developed in Mansfield.

Students were also asked to rate a number of potential economic development projects that could be pursued by the Town of Mansfield.
More than nine in ten residents strongly or somewhat favor the development of restaurants and recreation based businesses such as
camping, sports camps, etc. Eight out of ten students also favor the development of tourism/heritage businesses designed to attract visi-
tors to points of interest and natural surroundings.

More than seven out of ten students also are strongly or somewhat in favor of the development of department store style retail businesses
and upscale boutique style retail businesses. Almost seven out of ten students (69%) also are in favor of small-lot residential housing
development.

The results show that students strongly or somewhat oppose the development of heavy industry projects (74%), back office operations
such as office operations for large companies (47%) and large-lot residential estates (47%).

Most (70%) of students surveyed are permanent residents of Connecticut. The results of the survey also indicate that eight out of ten stu-
dents live on campus and that 37% of the students have been at Storrs for more than four semesters.
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

B 3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views
3.33 Open Space

Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Roads

Aerial Photograph

2 Acre Zoning/Yield Potential

1 Acre Zoning/Yield Potential

Note: all other colors are zoned non-
residential
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and yield
potentials by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP
UConn land designation and

configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages
A33,A4,A71,A72,A37,A36,A8 A13,A71
JAT2,A74,A76

Question: How many addition-
al single family houses can be
built in Mansfield?

Answer: About 3,000

So what? What would
Mansfield look like if the exist-
ing number of houses was
almost doubled? There are now
about 4,000 single family hous-
es and this number could
almost double. If the existing
development patterns are not
modified, some of the future
development will occur on
lands with high scenic and eco-
logic value.

Scenario assumptions*:

General:

1. Current land use regulations
were used

2. Only residential, single fami-
ly building lots are tested.

Undevelopable lands include:
1. All parcels of land that cur-
rently are being used in a land
use deemed stable and little or
no expansion seems likely

2. Protected open space

3. UConn lands

4. Existing roads

5. Open water

6. Wetlands and a 50’ buffer
7. Slopes greater than 15%

The numbers:

Town Size:
29,175 acres

Develepable land:
8,273 acres

Developable land used for this
Yield Plan:
4,137 acres*

Potential 2 acre lots given
existing zoning:
978

Existing 2 acre lots:
2,058

Potential 1 acre lots given
existing zoning: 2,012

Existing 1 acre lots:
2,193

300 acres for other potential
development i.e. industrial,
institutional, commercial, etc.

*Note: The amount of devel-
opable land as determined by
the yield plan does not take into
certain detailed land features
(parcel configuration, depth to
bedrock, soil classifications,
etc.) which will reduce the actu-
al number of buildable lots. For
this reason, we have assumed
that 50% of the, “Developable
land remaining” is, in fact, suit-
able for building lots.
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People™

Scenarios:
3.19 Yield Plan

B 3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation of large
forest tracts by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP

UConn land designation and
configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages
A33,A4,A21,A74

Question: How many signifi-
cant forest tracts are in
Mansfield?

Answer: 14

So what? Fragmentation of
forests and wildlife habitat is a
growing concern as develop-
ment continues to cut into exist-
ing natural areas. It is impor-
tant to protect existing forests of
significant size. Fortunately,
Mansfield still has plenty of
large forest tracts which can be
protected.

Roads A :

Open Water

Aerial Photograph

Interior Forest

Noise Impact From Road (A)

Noise Impact From Road (B)

Scenario assumptions:

1. Total forest area is greater
than 500 acres.

2. Overall Density is less than
4%

3. Arterial and collector roads
act as edges and create bound-
aries between sections

The numbers:

Town Size:
29,175 acres

Total forest cover:
20,038 acres

Total significant forest:
13,446 acres

Total number of significant for-
est tracts:
14

Land characteristics of forest 1. see foIIo pages for other for-

est tracts. See A-51 of appendix for source info.
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:
3.19 Yield Plan

B 3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Forest 2 Forest 3 Forest 4 Forest 5

Forest 7 Forest 8

Forest 6 Forest 9
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People™

Scenarios:
3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
Il 3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views
Observations:
3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Roads .

Open Water
Aerial Photograph
UConn Campus
UConn Agricultural
UConn Forest

Protected Open Space

Interior Forest (A)

Interior Forest (B)
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/ inland wet-
lands/ open space and protected
land/ Site specific information
from Mansfield Town
Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and interi-
or forests by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP
UConn land designation and

configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A4,A13,A33,A36,A37,A50-64,

The Question: How much inte-
rior forest habitat exists in
town?

Answer: 6954+- acres

So what? The northwest part of
town has little interior forest. A
significant amount of interior
forest exists and is protected to
the east of Route 195 and at
Mansfield Hollow. In the north-
east, the majority of the existing
interior forest is not protected.

Scenario assumptions:

1. Only the 14 significant forest
tracts have been considered for
interior habitat

2. Only forests with the follow-
ing setbacks have been consid-
ered as interior forests:

arterial roads = 1,250’
collector roads = 1,250

local roads = 0’

The numbers:

Town Size:
29,175 acres

Number of tracts: 14
Average size: 496 acres

Largest: 829 acres
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan

3.21 Forests Size

3.25 Forest Habitat
B 3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Roads/Aerial Photograph
&

ol

Degree of Visibility: Very High f,'!
-”‘: :Y'.sﬁ,

Degree of Visibility: High %

Degree of Visibility: Moderate .
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and visi-
bility analysis by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A4,A33

The Question: What parts of
town are the most visible from
the major roadways?

The answer: Parts of the
Willimantic river valley and the
southern part of town in and
around Mansfield Hollow and
Mansfield Center.

So what? The Town of
Mansfield identifies with its
long standing rural and agri-
cultural history. For this rea-
son it is extremely important
that the introduction of new
development does not detract
from this image. Currently
Mansfield maintains its rural

feel with expansive views across

the Willimantic and Fenton
River valleys and with a strong

active agricultural presence.
The concern is that new devel-
opment will become more visi-
ble and detract from the towns
agricultural heritage.

Scenario assumptions:

1. Vegetation does not block
views.

2. Visibility from primary and
secondary roads will effectively
identify the most visible areas
in town.

3. The visible the area, the
darker the yellow color.
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

State Roads

Other Roads

Open Water
UConn/Eastern Lands
Potential Mixed Use

w/ Infrastructure

Potential Mixed Use

¥ W -

Villages/Crossroads

/__
b 9

\ X
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and yield
potentials by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP
UConn land designation and

configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A12,A24,A33,A36

P.M. Observation: Promote
the return to the traditional
development patterns of mixed
use villages at major cross-
roads.

Overview: Traditional New
England town development was
based on mixed use villages
adjacent to common open space
with farmsteads surrounding
the centers. The village centers
were often Strategically located
at important crossroad loca-
tions, offering travellers and
residents alike, a place to eat,
drink, purchase necessities and
socialize. Mansfield has 18
such village centers/crossroads.
Unfortunately, post WWI|I
development deviated from this
sensible development pattern

and development became a de-
centralized sprawl across the
landscape. The effect includes
the need for a costly and ineffi-
cient road network, houses scat-
tered about town with a limited
sense of community and a
reliance on the automobile, seg-
regated land uses, consumption
of natural resources and frag-
mentation of natural ecosys-
tems.

Question: What criteria should
be used to determine the best
location for high density, mixed
use development? The answer
is explained by the following
sequence of diagrams.

Diagram 1: Mixed use develop-
ment requires safe, high volume

roadways. Red circles highlight
intersections of the state roads
which could best accommodate
higher volumes of automobile
and truck traffic.

Diagram 2: Mixed use develop-
ments require municipal infra-
structure such as sewer and
water service. Intersections are
prioritized based on proximity
to existing sewer service.
Diagram 3: Proposed mixed
use development should be
viewed as "in-fill" to existing
historic development. This dia-
gram shows locations of exist-
ing villages, crossroads, and
other historic structures.

Summary of sequence:

Five locations at intersections
of state roads are appropriate
for higher density mixed use
development assuming public
services (sewer/water).

Three locations at intersections
of state roads are appropriate
for lower density mixed use
development.



3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
Il 3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation

3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Roads !
\
Open Water .

Hills/Drumlins
Historic Villages/Crossroads .
Existing Development .
Potential Development .

UConn / Eastern State Lands
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and yield
potentials by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP
UConn land designation and

configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A12,A24,A33,A36,A71,A72,A70

PM. Observation: Protect
Drumlin tops from over devel-
opment without reducing
development potential for the
land owner.

Overview: In the Town of
Mansfield, the land with the
fewest limitations for develop-
ment has already been devel-
oped. The land which will be
developed in the future is land
which is not ideal for develop-
ment. Future land development
will occur on drumlins and
other hilltops. The reason the
majority of drumlins have not
been developed is due to eco-
nomics. To this point, drumlins
have not been developed
because of the expense of devel-
opment, not because of land use

Diagram 2 -

regulations. Whatever the rea-
son, the scenic, semi-rural
town character has been pre-
served primarily because highly
visible drumlins have remained
either as farm land or forest
COVer.

Question: What land planning
techniques can be utilized to
develop drumlins while preserv-
ing the scenic quality? The
answer is explained by the fol-
lowing sequence of diagrams
and sections.

Diagram 1 shows the relation-
ship between drumlins and
Mansfield’s historic
villages/crossroads. Out of 20
drumlins, only 5% are substan-
tially developed and none have

G
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development at the top.
Remember, the early settlers
had to manage their resources
and drumlins were just too diffi-
cult to develop for any landuse
other than agriculture.
Diagram 2 shows the relation-
ship between drumlins and
Mansfield’s existing residential
developments™*.(All parcels with
a structure on it that cannot be
further subdivided based on
zoning regulations and physical
site limitations) Of the 20
drumlins, only 15% are sub-
stantially developed and only
15% have development at the
top. So, still today, we have
found the development of drum-
lins to be too resource intensive
to justify economically.
Diagram 3 shows the majority
of drumlins are legally and
functionally able to be devel-
oped. Out of 20 drumlins, 50%
could substantially be devel-
oped and 50% could be devel-
oped at their high points.

Summary of sequence: When
drumlins are cleared, there are
dramatic views to and from the
cleared land. “Horsebarn Hill”
is a perfect example of the
prominence of a drumlin. What
would “Horse Barn Hill”” look
like if it was covered with single
family houses? That is the fate
of many of the drumlins(non-
UConn lands) in Mansfield if
current regulations are not
changed.
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan
3.21 Forests Size
3.25 Forest Habitat
3.27 Views

Observations:
3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

[l 3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Roads

Open Water

UConn /Eastern Lands

Stable Land Uses

Existing Protected Open Space

Farm Soils

Farm Use

Farm Use and Soils
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and yield
potentials by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP
UConn land designation and

configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A12,A33,A36,A37,A17,A18,A71

Diagram 1

PM. Observation: Reduce frag-
mentation of existing protect-
ed open space by connecting
the existing open space with
additional lands to create a
contiguous network of lands
for the benefit of natural
ecosystems and human habita-
tion.

Overview: The majority of pro-
tected open space is located at
or adjacent to the Mansfield
Hollow area. The town nd state
have done an admirable job in
protecting existing resources in
this area. It is difficult to under-
stand what lands controlled by
UConn will remain in their cur-
rent state due to the much
needed expansion made possi-
ble by Uconn 2000 and UConn

Diagram

21st Century. It is important
that the Town of Mansfield and
UConn have a coordinated
open space plan. Natural sys-
tems and wildlife do not under-
stand political boundaries.Pro-
active planning does not limit
the development potential of
land, rather, sound, long -range
planning maximizes develop-
ment potential while protecting
existing resources.

Question: What is the most effi-
cient and effective method to
create a contiguous open space
network?

Diagram 1 shows existing pro-
tected open space. There are
4,454 acres or 15% of the town.
as open space.The Mansfield

Hollow area accounts for 5.8%
of the Town and 38% of the
total open space.

Diagram 2 shows farm land
soils and farm uses. Farm soils
and farm uses account for
8,382 acres or 29% of
Mansfield land. See Appendix.
for patterns of other land uses
and natural features.

Diagram 3 shows stable land
uses that will probably remain
in their existing state or
increase in intensity. These
areas, due to their functional
characteristics, can not be con-
sidered as part of an open
space network.

Diagram 4 shows how farm
soils and farm uses connect
much of the existing protected
open space into a unified net-
work.

Summary of sequence: The
protection of existing farm
soils/use in conjunction with
existing protected lands will
provide open space networks
along all three major rivers and
significantly provide connectivi-
ty among much of the remain-
ing areas. There are still some
areas which will need lands not
categorized as farm soils/use
protected to create a functional
open space town-wide network.
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3.0 Analysis Phase:

Primary Resources:

3.3 Topography

3.5 Surficial Water

3.7 Surficial Geology/Soils
3.9 Flora/Fauna

3.11 Cultural

3.13 The “People”

Scenarios:

3.19 Yield Plan

3.21 Forests Size

3.25 Forest Habitat

3.27 Views

Observations:

3.29 Mixed Use Development
3.31 Hill Tops and Views

3.33 Open Space Fragmentation
B 3.35 Open Space (other issues)

Roads

Open Water

UConn /Eastern Lands

Existing Protected Open Space
Interior Forests

Stable Land Uses P 2 8

Potential Forest Connections
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Primary Sources:

Aerial Photograph/Site specific
information from Mansfield
Town Planner/1993 Plan of
Development

Aerial interpretation and yield
potentials by L.A.@ UConn

Base data from DEP
UConn land designation and

configuration from University
of Connecticut

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A12,A33,A36,A37,A50-64,A71

PM Observation: It is also
important to protect 2 or 3
large areas of open space.

Overview: The ecologist
Richard T.T. Forman believes
that towns (regions) in New
England should take special
care to protect large tracts.

Question: Where should these
large tracts of open space
occur?

Diagram 1:

Shows existing protected open
space in dark green. There is
4,268 acres or 14% of the town.
as open space.

Diagram 2:
Diagram 2 shows interior forest

in relationship to existing pro-
tected open space

Diagram 3:
Shows the areas of develop-
ment.

Summary of sequence:
There is no simple way to con-
nect or protect interior forest.
Increased use of the automobile
(more sustained noises from
roadways) will continue to
reduce the size of breeding
habitat for certain species.
Protection of farm soil/use will
act as a "hub™ in the connectiv-
ity of significant forest lands.




Recommendations Phase:

This phase consists of two
equally important parts. The
first part is the statement of
principles for directing future
conservation and development.
The principles are specific to
Mansfield’s unique combination
of programmatic needs and
town characteristics. The sec-
ond part of this phase is to
apply the principles to the
town’s physical features to
determine what the town would
“look like™ if the recommended
principles are followed.

This study recommends “10
Principles for Sensible Growth”
organized into five categories.
The categories are: (1) Mixed
Use Development; (2)
Residential Development; (3)
Open Space Design; (4) Forest
Management and (5)Town
Character Management.
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4.0 Recommendation Phase.

A great democracy has got to be progressive or it will soon cease to be great or a democ-
racy.

Theodore Roosevelt




4.0 Recommendations

4.3 Mixed Use Developments
4.5 Residential Development
4.9 Open Space Design
4.11 Forest Management
4.13 Town Character

Management

Mixed Use Developments:
Principle 1: Promote Mixed-
Use Development in appropri-
ate areas with densities higher
than are now allowed.

Principle 2: Seek opportunities
to increase municipal sewer
and water service to appropri-
ate areas.

P r

& ¥ s i,
Intersection of Route 195 and 275

Intersection of Route 32 and 6 Intersection of Route 195 and 6 4.3



Proposed Locations of Mixed
Use Villages

Proposed mixed use areas
with infrastructure
improvements

Proposed mixed use areas

Historic villages and cross-
roads

State roadways




4.0 Recommendations

4.3 Mixed Use Developments

4.5 Residential Development

4.9 Open Space Design

4.11 Forest Management

4.13 Town Character
Management

Residential Development:
Principle 3: Continue to craft
planning and zoning regula-
tions to encourage “cluster
development”.

Principle 4: Provide leadership
at the state level to spearhead
an effort to affect legislation in
a way that would promote the
use of community systems for
water supply and sewage waste
systems.

2 | ) J?\

1 acre potential develop-
ment

2 acre potential develop-
ment

Note: For additional Source Info. See
Pages A12,A33,A36,A37,A71,A72
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Case Study of 2 Acre
Residential Development




4.0 Recommendations

4.3 Mixed Use Developments
4.5 Residential Development
4.9 Open Space Design
4.11 Forest Management
4.13 Town Character
Management

Residential Development:
Principle 3: Continue to craft
planning and zoning regula-
tions to encourage “cluster
development”.

Principle 4: Provide leadership
at the state level to spearhead
an effort to affect legislation in
a way that would promote the
use of community systems for
water supply and sewage waste
systems.

Yield Plan:

Ayield plan is used to determine how many residential lots can be
placed on a piece of land without significant deterioration of its
natural processes and resources. This number is determined by
following town ordinances. For this example the following is
assumed: 2 acre zoning; each lot must have a minimum of 200’
road frontage; Development Area Envelopes must be a minimum of
30,000 square feet buildable land; A minimum of 15% open space.
Based on the above guidelines it is determined that this parcel of
land can support 6 new building lots shown below. This layout is
quite invasive requiring five wetland crossings, and a significant
amount of grading, and clearing.
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Layout following existing town regulations:
Once the yield number has been established the
town allows for some design flexibility. In this
case each lot does not require road frontage.
This allows each lot to be of a more uniform
shape and also allows for better siting of each
house site reducing the negative impact on the
site. Here we utilize two shared driveways for 5
lots reducing the amount of disruption needed
along the road edge while reducing curb cuts for
added safety.

Proposed cluster development layout:

By implementing even more flexible design
guidelines a significantly larger percentage of
the development parcel can be used as perma-
nent open space. Here we are using a ““coun-
try lane” in place of a driveway. The country
lane is more substantial than a driveway but
still smaller than a local town road. This will
create only one curb cut along the main road.
The clustered building lots take advantage of
prime soils for septic systems which will also
be used as common open space. Here each lot
is significantly smaller than current town regu-
lations allow, but with good design this would
not be a problem.

Parcel background:

This parcel of land is approxi-
mately 44.6 acres, all of which
is currently zoned 2 acre . Itis
an almost equal mix of decidu-
ous forest and open field locat-
ed in a rural area with a strong
agricultural history. There are
potentially excellent views east
across the Mount Hope River
Valley, with close access to
arterial roads. The site con-
tains an extensive wetlands sys-
tem equalling 11.3 acres or
25% of the whole parcel. The
site also contains a large sec-
tion of steep slopes greater than
20% which the town currently
does not allow development on,
equalling 11.9 acres or 27% of
the whole site. Together wet-
lands and steep slopes render
21 acres or roughly 50% of the
parcel unbuildable. Because of
the amount of unbuildable land
on this site it is beneficial to
increase densities in areas that
are ideal for development and
permanently designate the
unbuildable areas as open
space. This creates a much
more cohesive open space Sys-
tem retaining the existing rural
agricultural feel which is of
increasing importance to the
towns residents in response to
concerns of urban sprawl.
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4.0 Recommendations

4.3 Mixed Use Developments
4.5 Residential Development
4.9 Open Space Design
4.11 Forest Management
4.13 Town Character
Management

Open Space Design: ‘ J_
Principle 5:Create contiguous

open space systems by using ~ Map 1: Existing protected open space Map 2: Lands of steep slopes and wetlands
farm use/farm soil lands as “in- which can not be developed.
fill”” to existing protected lands

Principle 6: Increase recre-
ational opportunities within the
open space systems.

N ; /
D g 4
SNE i 1 { 3
L o d = )

Map 5: Existing farm use and farm soils Map 6: Farm use and farm soils which can
be developed 4.9




Farm Use and Farm Soils

Existing farm use and farm
soils

Note: For additional source Info. See
Pages
A12,A33,A36,A37,A17,A18,A8,A13 A7
1,A74
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4.0 Recommendations

4.3 Mixed Use Developments
4.5 Residential Development
4.9 Open Space Design
4 11 Forest Management
4.13 Town Character
Management

Forest Management:

Principle 7:Create two or three
large tracts of protected open
space with a maximize of interi-
or habitat forest.

Map 1: Interior forest habitat

Principle 8: Minimize the num-
ber and intensity of roadways
bisecting existing interior forest
habitat.

Map 4: Protected open space and undevel-
opable lands

Map 5: Interior habitat which could be 4.11
developed



Interior Forest Habitat

Lands which can be devel
oped within interior forest
habitat

Note: For additional source Info. See
Pages A12,A33,A36,A50,A37,74,A71
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4.0 Recommendations

4.3 Mixed Use Developments
4.5 Residential Development
4.9 Open Space Design
4.11 Forest Management
[l 4.13 Town Character
Management

Town Character Management:
Principle 9:Protect and manage
development on hilltops.

Principle 10:Protect and man-
age areas adjacent to roadways
and other public areas.

) .
Map 1: Areas of thick till (hills), farm use

and farm soils

Map 3: Identification of the four hilltop
areas with farm use/soils

Map 5: Lands within the four areas which
can be developed

Map 2: Cleared areas with numerous hills
and farm use/soils

Map 4: Existing residential land uses within
the four areas

Map 6: Four Hilltop areas with parcel
information
4.13




Lands of Special Character

UConn/Eastern State l'ands

Lands which can be devel-
oped within four hilltop
areas

Existing residential land
uses within four hilltop e =5 P
areas . g T L o i L

Drumlins

------

Note: For additional source Info. See
Pages A12,A33,A17,A18,A36,A74
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4.0 Recommendations

4.3 Mixed Use Developments

4.5 Residential Development

4.9 Open Space Design

4.11 Forest Management

4.13 Town Character
Management

Town Character Management:
Principle 9:Protect and manage
development on hilltops.

Principle 10:Protect and man-
age areas adjacent to roadways
and other public areas.

Existing Development Proposed Development

Section 1 of Existing Development (in color)

Vernacular existing development with tree planting along road
and no development on hilltop (drumlin).

L

Existing Development Proposed Development

Section 1 of Proposed Development (in color)
Future development increases intensity of use while protecting
view from road of adjacent forest and hilltop(drumlin).

4.15



Existing Development Proposed Development

Section 2 of Areas of High Visibility (in color)
Although in private ownership, care needs to be exhibited in how the land is developed to maintain and protect the existing semi-
rural town character.

Existing Development Proposed Development

Section 2 of Areas Most Appropriate for Development (in color)
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5.0 Consultant Profiles

5.1
5.1
5.2
5.2
5.2

Randall Arnedt
Richard TT Forman
Peter Miniutti
Matthew Bishop

The Center for Survey
Research

Randall Arendt is a land-use
planner, site designer, author,
lecturer, and an advocate of
""conservation planning". He
received his B.A. degree from
Wesleyan University (magna
cum laude and Phi Beta Kappa)
and his M.Phil. degree in
Urban Design and Regional
Planning from the University of
Edinburgh, Scotland, where he
was a St. Andrew's Scholar. He
is Senior Conservation Advisor
at the Natural Lands Trust in
Media, Pennsylvania, and is the
former Director of Planning
and Research at the Center for
Rural Massachusetts,
University of Massachusetts at
Amherst, where he also served
as an Adjunct Professor in the
Department of Landscape
Architecture and Regional
Planning. He is an elected
member of the Royal Town
Planning Institute in London.

Mr. Arendt is the author of more
than 20 publications. After co-
authoring the award-winning
Dealing with Change in the
Connecticut River Valley: A
Design Manual for
Conservation and
Development(now in its fourth
printing), he produced a 450-
page sequel entitled Rural by
Design: Maintaining Small
Town Character (published in
1994 by the Planners' Press).
This title, which is currently in
its second printing, is listed
among 39 volumes recommend-
ed by the American Planning
Association for "the essential

planning library". His third
major work Conservation
Design for Subdivisions: A
Practical Guide to Creating
Open Space Networks, was
published in 1996 by Island
Press, which published a com-
panion volume by Mr. Arendt in
1999, Growing Greener:
Putting Conservation into Local
Plans and Ordinances. Later
that same year the American
Planning Association published
Mr. Arendt's most recent work,
Crossroads, Hamlet, Village,
Town: Design Characteristics
of Traditional Neighborhoods,
Old and New. Mr. Arendt's arti-
cles have appeared in a wide
range of periodicals, including
the Orion Nature Quarterly,
Civil Engineering News,
Habitat, Land Development,
American Farmland, the Land
Trust Exchange, Environment &
Development, the Planning
Commissioners' Journal, and
the Journal of the American
Planning Association.

Mr. Arendt is the country's most
sought-after speaker on the
topic of creative development
design as a conservation tool.
He has presented slide lectures
in 45 states and five Canadian
provinces. In recent years he
has been featured as a key
speaker at national conferences
sponsored by the American
Planning Association, the
Urban land Institute, the
American Farmland Trust, the
American Society of Landscape
Architects, the national

Association of Home Builders,
the Land Trust Alliance, and the
US Environmental Protection
Agency. His work has been fea-
tured in leading newspapers
and periodicals including The
New York Times, the Christian
Science Monitor, the Wall Street
Journal, Landscape Architect,
Urban Land, the Amicus
Journal, the Smithsonian, and
the New Yorker.

This consultant profile has been
obtained from Randall Arendt’s
webpage @ http://www.green-
erprospects.com/

Dr. Forman is the Professor of
Advanced Environmental
Studies in Landscape Ecology
at Harvard University. His pri-
mary scholarly interests are
landscape and regional ecolo-
gy, road ecology, land-use plan-
ning, and linking science with
spatial pattern to mesh nature
and people. He also studies
land transformation, patch-cor-
ridor-matrix theory, and the
ecology of road systems.

At Harvard, Forman teaches
graduate courses (landscape
ecology, plants, topics in land-
scape ecology, and urban and
suburban ecology) through the
Graduate School of Design, and
an undergraduate seminar
(ecology and land-use plan-
ning) in the Environmental
Science and Public Policy
Program of Harvard College.
These courses explore ecologi-
cal principles and applications
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for the understanding, conser-
vation, design, policy and plan-
ning of land.

Professor Forman received a
BS from Haverford College,
Ph.D. from University of
Pennsylvania, honorary AM
from Harvard University, hon-
orary Doctor of Humane
Letters from Miami University,
and honorary Doctor of Science
from Florida International
University. He taught at
Rutgers University, the
University of Wisconsin, and
several field stations. He served
as President of the Torrey
Botanical Society, Vice
President of the Ecological
Society of America, and Vice
President of the International
Association for Landscape
Ecology. He is a Fellow of the
American Association for the
Advancement of Science and of
Clare Hall (University of
Cambridge), and Honorary
Professor in the Academia
Sinica in China. He served as
Fulbright Scholar in Colombia,
CNRS Chercheur in France and
Miegunyah Fellow in Australia.
Forman was named
Distinguished Landscape
Ecologist (USA) in 1992. His
awards include the Lindback
Foundation Award for
Excellence in Teaching, plus
medals from Charles University
(Prague) and the University of
Florence (Italy).

This consultant profile has been
obtained from Graduate School
of Design webpage @

http://lwww.gsd.harvard.edu/peo
ple/faculty/forman/index.html

Peter Miniutti is an Associate
Professor of Landscape
Architecture at the University of
Connecticut and a practicing
landscape architect. His schol-
arship, to a large degree, is
expressed via his creative activ-
ity of the design, planning and
implementation of landscape
architecture. Miniutti’s work
ranges from residential land-
scape designs with construction
budgets in the hundreds of dol-
lars to the development of natu-
ral resource management plans
for entire ecological systems
with cost implications in the
millions. The scale and scope
may vary, but his goal remains
the same, to create or preserve
settings for human activities,
that if designed properly,
engage the mind and touch the
heart, while allowing the origi-
nal environment, both human
and non-human, to sustain..

At the University of
Connecticut, Associate
Professor Miniutti teaches an
array of undergraduate courses
and directs the studies of grad-
uate students.His primary goal
is to expose students to the art
of learning, which teaches them
to be receptive to the acquisi-
tion of new skills and personal
growth, which, in turn, empow-
ers them with a meaningful and
necessary ““voice” within their
chosen community. This is
accomplished by providing a

supportive environment that
rewards commitment, rigorous
work habits, creativity, self-
exploration, and mistake mak-

ing.

Peter Miniutti recieved a BS in
Environmental Design from the
University of Massachusetts
and his MLA from Harvard
University. He has won numer-
ous design and teaching awards
including the Janet E. Webel
Award for Design Excellence
for gradute work at Harvard
University, a University of
Connecticut Teaching Promise
Award, and a CTASLA Honor
Award for the design of the
Vietnam Memorial in Winsted
CT.

Mathew Bishop is a graduate
student in the Plant Science
Department at the University of
Connecticut. He obtained his
bachelors degree in landscape
architecture from the University
of Connecticut in 2001.His cur-
rent graduate research focuses
on the role of Geographic
Information Systems in the town
wide landscape planning
process. Matthew is proficient
in the use of current GIS soft-
ware as well as various other
software packages that enhance
the planning process.He has
received the Burr Scholarship
twice for his continued scholar-
ly achievement and was
Connecticut ASLA student
chapter president in 2000.

The Center for Survey
Research & Analysis at the
University of Connecticut is a
non-partisan, non-profit survey
research facility dedicated to
the study of public opinion. The
scope of CSRA's projects
ranges from national and inter-
national studies to local com-
munity-based surveys.

The mission of CSRA is to
advance the role of public opin-
ion in both policy-making and
social science scholarship.
CSRA staff reacts quickly and
efficiently to clients' needs
while providing the highest
quality data possible. The cor-
nerstone of the research process
is forming partnerships with
clients to ensure that their spe-
cific needs are met.

CSRA is headquartered on the
main campus of the University
of Connecticut in Storrs, locat-
ed in northeastern Connecticut.
CSRA has a branch office in
Stamford, just outside of New
York City.

This consultant profile has been
obtained from the Centers web-
page @
http://csra.stamford.uconn.edu/r
esearch.html
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